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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

Seagate Technology LLC, a limited liability corporation organized under the laws of the 
state of Delaware, and having offices at 920 Disc Drive, Scotts Valley, California 95066, has 
acquired the entire right, title and interest in and to the invention, the application, and any and all 
patents to be obtained therefor, as set forth in the Assignment filed with the patent application and 
recorded on Reel 014655, frame 0647. 



NO RELATED APPEALS OR INTERFERENCES 

There are no known related appeals or interferences that will directly affect or be directly 
affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 



STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Total number of claims in the application. 

Claims in the application are: 1-10 and 12-22 

Status of all the claims. 

A. Claims canceled: 1 1 

B. Claims withdrawn but not canceled: 

C. Claims pending: 1-10 and 12-22 

D. Claims allowed: 

E. Claims rejected: 1-10 and 12-22 

F. Claims Objected to: 
Claims on appeal 

The claims on appeal are: 1-10 and 12-22 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 



No amendments have been filed after the final rejection. 



SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

I. Brief Background 

Data storage systems generally include filtration systems to protect media from particle 
contamination and chemical contamination. Filtration systems generally contain various 
subsystems such as a breather filter, a recirclation filter a carbon adsorber, diffusion path and 
combinations thereof. Such filtration systems can be designed into a single filtration canister. 

Mounting filtration canisters to an internal surface of an enclosure of a data storage 
system can include inherent problems. For example, an adhesive used to mount the filtration 
canister can outgas into the internal environment of the data storage system. In another example, 
an adhesive used to mount the filtration canister can deteriorate from the humidity trapped in the 
data storage system. In addition, desired accuracy in mounting filtration canisters to an internal 
surface of an enclosure can be difficult to achieve. 

Embodiments claimed in the disclosure address the inherent problems of mounting 
filtration canisters to an internal surface of an enclosure of a data storage system. 

II. The Claimed Subject Matter 

A. Independent Claim 1 and Separately Argued Dependent Claims 3, 8 and 9 

Independent claim 1 is directed to a data storage system (300, 400, 500, 600) having an 
enclosure (301, 401, 501, 601) configured to house components of the data storage system. The 
enclosure includes an outer surface (336, 436, 536, 636) and an inner surface (335, 435, 535, 
635). An aperture (346, 446, 546, 646) extends between the outer surface and the inner surface of 
the enclosure. The aperture has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than adjacent the 
inner surface. A diameter (347, 447, 547, 647) of the aperture continuously tapers from the outer 
surface to the inner surface of the enclosure. A filter (340, 440, 540, 640) is disposed in the 
aperture. See page 5, line 17 to page 10, line 9 and FIGS. 3-6. 

Dependent claim 3 depends from claim 1 and further describes the filter as including a 
first end (341, 441, 541, 641) adjacent the outer surface and a second end (343, 443, 543, 643) 
adjacent the inner surface. The first end has an area greater than the second end. The filter has a 
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diameter (339, 439, 539, 639) that continuously tapers from the first to the second end. See 
amendments made to the specification in the Amendment filed electronically on August 4, 2006 
and amended FIGS. 3B, 4B, 5B and 6B. 

Dependent claim 8 depends from claim 1 and further describes the data storage system as 
including a seal (460, 560) mounted to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the 
filter. A label (458, 558) is adhered to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal. The label 
includes markings on a first surface (457, 557) and adhesive on a second surface (459, 559). See 
page 7, line 17 to page 8, line 2 and page 8, line 20 to page 9, line 8 and FIGS. 4 and 5. 

Dependent claim 9 depends from claim 1 and further describes the data storage system as 
including a seal (560) mounted to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the filter. 
The data storage system also including a label layer (563) adhered to the outer surface of the 
enclosure and the seal. The label layer includes a label (558) removably deposited on a liner 
(566). See page 8, line 20 to page 9, line 8 and FIG. 5. 

B. Independent claim 12 and Separately Argued Dependent Claims 16-17 and 
19-21 

Independent claim 12, which is similar to independent claim 1, provides a method of 
removing contaminants from air entering a data storage system (300, 400, 500, 600). The method 
includes the steps of providing an enclosure (301, 401, 501, 601) that is configured to house 
components of the data storage system. The enclosure has an inner surface (335, 435, 535, 635) 
and an outer surface (336, 436, 536, 636). An aperture (346, 446, 546, 646) is formed in the 
enclosure that extends from the outer surface to the inner surface. The aperture has a larger cross- 
section adjacent the outer surface than the cross-section adjacent the inner surface. The aperture 
has a diameter (347, 447, 547, 647) that continuously tapers from the outer surface of the inner 
surface of the enclosure. A filter (340, 440, 540, 640) is deposited within the aperture to filter air 
entering the enclosure through the aperture. See page 5, line 17 to page 10, line 9 and FIGS. 3-6. 

Dependent claim 16 depends from claim 12 and is similar to dependent claim 8. Claim 16 
provides a further method of mounting a seal (460, 560) to the outer surface of the enclosure and 



a portion of the filter. Claim 16 further provides a method of adhering a label (458, 558) to the 
outer surface of the enclosure and the seal. The label includes markings on a first surface (457, 
557) and adhesive on a second surface (459, 559). See page 7, line 17 to page 8, line 2 and page 
8, line 20 to page 9, line 8 and FIGS. 4 and 5. 

Dependent claim 17 depends from claim 12 and is similar to dependent claim 9. Claim 17 
provides a further method of mounting a seal (560) to the outer surface of the enclosure and a 
portion of the filter. Claim 17 further provides a method of adhering a label layer (563) to the 
outer surface of the enclosure and the seal. The label layer includes a label (558) removably 
deposited on a liner (566). See page 8, line 20 to page 9, line 8 and FIG. 5. 

Dependent claim 19 depends from claim 12 and provides a further method of transferring 
the filter (740) from a supplier to an assembler in a tray (772), removing the filter from the tray 
and placing the filter into the aperture (746) of the enclosed system. See page 10, line 10 to page 
11, line 7 and FIG. 7. 

Dependent claim 20 depends from claim 19 and provides a further method of mounting a 
seal layer (781) to the outer surface (776) of a tray (772) and a portion of a filter (740). The seal 
layer includes a liner (784) and a seal (760). Claim 20 further provides a method of fastening the 
liner to the tray with a fastener (792) to prevent the seal from adhering to the tray when the filter 
is removed from the tray. See page 10, line 10 to page 11, line 7 and FIG. 7. 

Dependent claim 21 depends from claim 20 and provides a further method of providing a 
slit (794) in the liner to ease detachment of the liner form the seal and the filter. See page 10, line 
25 to page 11, line 7 and FIG. 8. 

C. Independent Claim 22 

Independent claim 22, which is similar to claims 1 and 12, is written-in means-plus- 
function form and is directed to an enclosure system for a mechanical device. The enclosure 
system includes an enclosure (301, 401, 501, 601) configured to house components of the data 
storage system. The enclosure includes an outer surface (336, 436, 536, 636) and an inner surface 
(335, 435, 535, 635). An aperture (346, 446, 546, 646) extends between the outer surface and the 
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inner surface of the enclosure. The aperture has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface 
than adjacent the inner surface. A diameter (347, 447, 547, 647) of the aperture continuously 
tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure. The enclosure system also 
includes mounting means for mounting a filter within the aperture. See on page 5, line 17 to page 
10, line 9 and FIGS. 3-6. 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

I. Whether claim 1-10 and 12-22 are unpatentable over Crowder et al. (US 6,214,070) (see 
Appendix B, Exhibit A). 

ARGUMENT 

Claims 1-10 and 12-22 have been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) under a single cited 
reference. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all of the claim 
limitations . In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991); M.P.E.P. §2143. 

The initial burden is on the examiner to provide some suggestion of the desirability of 
doing what the inventor has done. "To support the conclusion that the claimed invention is 
directed to obvious subject matter, either the references must expressly or impliedly suggest the 
claimed invention or the examiner must present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the 
artisan would have found the claimed invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of 
the references." Ex parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

I. Rejection of Claims 1-10 and 12-22 under 35 USC §103(a) 

The Final Office Action indicated that claims 1-10 and 12-22 were rejected under 35 USC 
§103 (a) as being unpatentable over Crowder et al. (Appendix B, Exhibit A). 
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A. Claims 1-2, 4-7 and 10 

Appellant respectfully submits that there is insufficient evidence to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness in independent claim 1. More specifically, it is respectfully submitted 
that the cited reference fails to teach or suggest, expressly or impliedly, all of the elements recited 
in independent claim 1. In particular, the cited reference fails to teach or suggest "the aperture 
has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than adjacent the inner surface and wherein a 
diameter of the aperture continuously tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the 
enclosure." 

The Examiner states on page three of the final office action that claim 1 differs from the 
disclosure of Crowder et al. in that the diameter of the aperture continuously tapers from the 
outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure. After establishing the difference between 
Crowder and claim 1, the Examiner then states that the aperture of Crowder "is [sic] kind of 
taper." The Examiner's analysis is improper. In accordance with Ex Parte Clapp, stating that the 
aperture of Crowder is a kind of taper does not expressly or impliedly disclose that "a diameter of 
the aperture continuously tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure." Nor 
is the Examiner's analysis a convincing line of reasoning. The Examiner first regards Crowder as 
being different than the elements of claim 1 and then contradictorily states that Crowder is a kind 
of taper. Furthermore, being a "kind of taper" certainly does not describe an aperture as 
"continuously tapers" as claimed. 

The Examiner further cites Eskimo Pie Corp. v. Levous et al, 3 USPQ 23 and states that 
"regardless, it is well settled that mere change of shape without affecting the function of the part 
would have been an obvious design modification." However, Appellant respectfully submits that 
a continuously tapered aperture affects the functional support of a filter in an aperture of an 
enclosure. A continuously tapered aperture in an enclosure supports the filter along its entire 
periphery resulting in a stably placed filter as well as provides repeatable accuracy in positioning 
of the filter. 
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For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 1 is not obvious in view of the 
cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of that 
independent claim. In addition, it is respectfully submitted that claims 2, 4-7 and 10 are also not 
obvious in view of the cited references as depending on allowable base claim 1 . 

B. Claim 3 

Claim 3 shares in all the limitations of claim 1 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 3 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 1. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 3 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "the filter has a first 
end adjacent the outer surface and a second end adjacent the inner surface, the first end having an 
area greater than the second end and the filter having a diameter that continuously tapers from the 
first end to the second end." 

Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically describe a line of reasoning for 
rejecting claim 3 under an obviousness-type rejection. However, even if Eskimo Pie Corp. was 
said to apply, Appellant respectfully submits that a diameter of a filter that continuously tapers 
affects the functional engagement of the filter with an aperture. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 3 is not obvious in view of the 
cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of this 
dependent claim. 

C. Claim 8 

Claims 8 shares in all the limitations of claim 1 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 8 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 1. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 8 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "a label adhered to 
the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal." Although Crowder et al. describes an adhesive or 
non-adhesive gasket (46), Crowder et al. fails to show that its label (48) is adhered to the outer 
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surface of its top cover (32) and the gasket (46). Furthermore, the final office action fails to 
specifically describe a line of reasoning for rejecting claim 8 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 8 is not obvious in view of the 
cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of this 
dependent claim. 

D. Claim 9 

Claims 9 shares in all the limitations of claim 1 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 9 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 1. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 9 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "a label layer adhered 
to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, the label layer including a label removably 
deposited on a liner." Although Crowder et al. describes an adhesive or non-adhesive gasket (46) 
and a label (48), Crowder et al. fails to show a label layer adhered to the outer surface of its top 
cover (32) and the gasket (46) let alone a label removably deposited on a liner that is a label 
layer. Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically describe a line of reasoning for 
rejecting claim 9 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 9 is not obvious in view of the 
cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of this 
dependent claim. 

E. Claims 12-15 and 18 

Appellant respectfully submits that there is insufficient evidence to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness in independent claim 12. More specifically, it is respectfully submitted 
that the cited reference fails to teach or suggest, expressly or impliedly, all of the elements recited 
in the method of independent claim 12. In particular, the cited reference fails to teach or suggest 
"the aperture having a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than the cross-section 
adjacent the inner surface and having a diameter that continuously tapers from the outer surface 
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to the inner surface of the enclosure." 

Like the discussion in regards to claim 1, the Examiner's analysis is improper. The 
Examiner first regards Crowder as being different than the elements of claim 1 and then 
contradictorily states that Crowder is a kind of taper. In particular, being a "kind of taper" 
certainly does not describe an aperture that "continuously tapers" as claimed. Furthermore, 
Appellant respectfully submits that a continuously tapered aperture affects the functional support 
of a filter in an aperture of an enclosure. A continuously tapered aperture supports the filter along 
its entire periphery resulting in a stably placed filter as well as repeatable accuracy in positioning 
of the filter. Therefore, Eskimo Pie Corp. is an improper line of reasoning for rejecting claim 12. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 12 is not obvious in view of 
the cited references, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
that independent claim. In addition, it is respectfully submitted that claims 13-15 and 18-19 are 
also not obvious in view of the cited references as depending on allowable base claim 12. 

F. Claim 16 

Claims 16 shares in all the limitations of claim 12 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 16 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 12. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 16 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "adhering a label to 
the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal." Although Crowder et al. describes an adhesive or 
non-adhesive gasket (46), Crowder et al. fails to show adhering its label (48) to the outer surface 
of its top cover (32) and the gasket (46). Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically 
describe a line of reasoning for rejecting claim 16 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 16 is not obvious in view of 
the cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
this dependent claim. 
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G. Claim 17 

Claim 17 shares in all the limitations of claim 12 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 17 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 12. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 17 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "adhering a label 
layer to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, wherein the label layer includes a label 
removably deposited on a liner." Although Crowder et al. describes an adhesive or non-adhesive 
gasket (46) and a label (48), Crowder et al. fails to show adhering a label layer to the outer 
surface of its top cover (32) and the gasket (46) let alone a showing a label removably deposited 
on a liner. Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically describe a line of reasoning for 
rejecting claim 17 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 17 is not obvious in view of 
the cited references, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
this dependent claim. 

H. Claim 19 

Claims 19 shares in all the limitations of claim 12 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 19 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claim 12. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 19 was improper for 
additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest "transferring the filter 
from a supplier to an assembler in a tray; removing the filter from the tray; and placing the filter 
into the aperture of the enclosed system." Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically 
describe a line of reasoning for rejecting claim 19 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 19 is not obvious in view of 
the cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
this dependent claim. 
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I. Claim 20 

Claims 20 shares in all the limitations of claims 19 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 20 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claims 12 and 19. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 20 was 
improper for additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest 
"mounting a seal layer to the outer surface of the tray and a portion of the filter, wherein the seal 
layer includes a liner and a seal; and fastening the liner to the tray with a fastener to prevent the 
seal from adhering to the tray when the filter is removed from the tray." Furthermore, the final 
office action fails to specifically describe a line of reasoning for rejecting claim 20 under an 
obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 20 is not obvious in view of 
the cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
this dependent claim. 

J. Claim 21 

Claims 21 shares in all the limitations of claims 20 and contributes further limitations. 
Accordingly, claim 21 is not obvious, at the very least, for the rationales provided above 
pertaining to claims 12, 19 and 20. However, it is believed that the rejection to claim 21 was 
improper for additional reasons. In particular, the Crowder et al. fails to teach or suggest 
"wherein mounting the liner further comprises providing a slit in the liner to ease detachment of 
the liner from the seal and the filter." Furthermore, the final office action fails to specifically 
describe a line of reasoning for rejecting claim 21 under an obviousness-type rejection. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 21 is not obvious in view of 
the cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
this dependent claim. 
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K. Claim 22 

Appellant respectfully submits that there is insufficient evidence to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness in independent claim 22. More specifically, it is respectfully submitted 
that the cited reference fails to teach or suggest, expressly or impliedly, all of the elements recited 
in independent claim 22. In particular, the cited reference fails to teach or suggest "the aperture 
has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than adjacent the inner surface and wherein a 
diameter of the aperture continuously tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the 
enclosure" and "mounting means for mounting a filter within the aperture." 

As recited above, claim 22 is written-in "means-plus-function" form. In examining a 
means-plus-function claim, § 2106(II)(C) of the Manual of Patent Examination Practice applies. 
(See also In re Donaldson Co. , 29 U.S.P.Q.2d 1845 (Fed. Cir. 1994) and IMS Technology, Inc. v. 
Haas Automation, Inc. , 54 U.S.P.Q.2d 1129 (Fed. Cir. 2000)). The MPEP states "Where means 
plus function language is used to define the characteristics of a machine or manufacture 
invention, such language must be interpreted to read on only the structures or materials disclosed 
in the specification and 'equivalents thereof that correspond to the recited function." 

Thus, according to the MPEP, the structure (i.e., mounting means for mounting a filter 
within the aperture) shall be construed as disclosed in Appellants' specification. The 
corresponding structure can be found in FIGS. 3-6. In FIG. 3, such a structure includes a label 
(358) adhered to the outer surface (336) of the enclosure and a portion of the filter (340). In FIG. 
4, such structure includes a seal (460) mounted to the outer surface (436) of the enclosure and a 
portion of the filter (440) and a label (458) adhered to the outer surface of the enclosure and the 
seal. In FIG. 5, the structure includes a seal (560) mounted to the outer surface (536) of the 
enclosure and a portion of the filter (540) and a label layer (563) adhered to the outer surface of 
the enclosure and the seal. In FIG. 6, a seal (660) is adhered to the outer surface (636) of the 
enclosure and a portion of the filter (640). 

As mentioned above, the Examiner's analysis is improper. First, the cited reference fails 
to teach or suggest that "the aperture has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than 
adjacent the inner surface and has a diameter that continuously tapers from the outer surface to 
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the inner surface of the enclosure." Second, the cited reference fails to teach or suggest mounting 
means as claimed and structurally discussed above. Furthermore, the Examiner contradictorily 
states that Crowder is a kind of taper. Still further, Appellant respectfully submits that a 
continuously tapered aperture affects the functional support of a filter in an aperture of an 
enclosure. A continuously tapered aperture supports the filter along its entire periphery resulting 
in a stably placed filter as well as repeatable accuracy in positioning of the filter. Therefore, 
Eskimo Pie Corp. is an improper line of reasoning for rejecting claim 22. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellant submits that claim 22 is not obvious in view of 
the cited reference, and respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of 
that independent claim. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed above, Appellants respectfully submit that claims 1-10 and 12-22 
are neither taught nor suggested by the reference cited by the Examiner nor has the Examiner 
presented a convincing line of reasoning as to why an artisan would have found the claimed 
invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the reference. Thus, Appellant 
respectfully request that the Board reverse the Examiner and find all pending claims allowable. 

The Director is authorized to charge any fee deficiency required by this paper or credit 
any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 23-1 123. 

Respectfully submitted, 

WESTMAN, CHAMPLIN & KELLY, PA. 

By: /Leanne R. Taveggia/ 

Leanne R. Taveggia, Reg. No. 53,675 
900 Second Avenue South, Suite 1400 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-3244 
Phone: (612)334-3222 
Fax: (612)334-3312 
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Appendix A: Claims On Appeal 

Appealed claims as they currently stand: 

1. (previously presented) A data storage system comprising: 

an enclosure configured to house components of the data storage system, the enclosure 
having an outer surface and an inner surface; 

an aperture extending between the outer surface and the inner surface of the enclosure, 
wherein the aperture has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than 
adjacent the inner surface and wherein a diameter of the aperture continuously 
tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure; and 

a filter disposed within the aperture. 

2. (original) The system of claim 1, wherein the filter comprises a filtration canister. 

3. (previously presented) The system of claim 1, wherein the filter has a first end adjacent the 
outer surface and a second end adjacent the inner surface, the first end having an area greater 
than the second end and the filter having a diameter that continuously tapers from the first end to 
the second end. 

4. (original) The system of claim 1, wherein the filter canister comprises a breather filter. 

5. (original) The system of claim 1, wherein the filter comprises a desiccant. 

6. (original) The system of claim 1, wherein the filter comprises a carbon absorbent. 

7. (original) The system of claim 1 and further comprising a label adhered to the outer surface of 
the enclosure and a portion of the filter, wherein the label has markings on a first surface and 
adhesive on a second surface. 
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8. (original) The system of claim 1 and further comprising: 

a seal mounted to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the filter; and 
a label adhered to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, the label having 
markings on a first surface and adhesive on a second surface. 

9. (original) The system of claim 1 and further comprising: 

a seal mounted to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the filter; and 
a label layer adhered to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, the label layer 
including a label removably deposited on a liner. 

10. (original) The system of claim 1 and further comprising a seal adhered to the outer surface of 
the enclosure and a portion of the filter. 

1 1 . (canceled) 

12. (previously presented) A method of removing contaminants from air entering a data storage 
system, the method comprising: 

providing an enclosure configured to house components of the data storage system, the 
enclosure having a inner surface and an outer surface; 

forming an aperture in the enclosure that extends from the outer surface to the inner 
surface, the aperture having a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than 
the cross-section adjacent the inner surface and having a diameter that 
continuously tapers from the outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure; 
and 

depositing a filter within the aperture to filter air entering the enclosure through the 
aperture. 
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13. (original) The method of claim 12, wherein depositing the filter within the aperture comprises 
depositing a carbon absorbent within the aperture to absorb chemical contamination entering the 
enclosed system. 

14. (original) The method of claim 12, wherein depositing the filter within the aperture comprises 
depositing a desiccant within the aperture to dehumidify the air entering the enclosed system. 

15. (original) The method of claim 12 and further comprising adhering a label to the outer 
surface of the enclosure, the label having markings on a first surface and having adhesive on a 
second surface of the label. 

16. (original) The method of claim 12 and further comprising: 

mounting a seal to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the filter; and 
adhering a label to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, wherein the label has 
markings on a first surface and adhesive on a second surface. 

17. (original) The method of claim 12 and further comprising: 

mounting a seal to the outer surface of the enclosure and a portion of the filter; and 
adhering a label layer to the outer surface of the enclosure and the seal, wherein the label 
layer includes a label removably deposited on a liner. 

18. (original) The method of claim 12 and further comprising mounting a seal to the outer surface 
of the enclosure and a portion of the filter. 

19. (original) The method of claim 12, wherein depositing the filter comprises: 

transferring the filter from a supplier to an assembler in a tray; 

removing the filter from the tray; and 

placing the filter into the aperture of the enclosed system. 
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20. (original) The method of claim 19, wherein depositing the filter further comprises: 

mounting a seal layer to the outer surface of the tray and a portion of the filter, wherein 

the seal layer includes a liner and a seal; and 
fastening the liner to the tray with a fastener to prevent the seal from adhering to the tray 

when the filter is removed from the tray. 

21. (original) The method of claim 20, wherein mounting the liner further comprises providing a 
slit in the liner to ease detachment of the liner from the seal and the filter. 



22. (previously presented) An enclosure system for a mechanical device comprising: 
an enclosure having an outer surface and an inner surface; 

an aperture extending between the outer surface and the inner surface of the enclosure, 
wherein the aperture has a larger cross-section adjacent the outer surface than 
adjacent the inner surface and has a diameter that continuously tapers from the 
outer surface to the inner surface of the enclosure; and 

mounting means for mounting a filter within the aperture. 
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Appendix B: Cited Reference 

Exhibit A - Crowder et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,214,070, filed July 19, 1999 
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Appendix C: Evidence Appendix 

There is no known evidence submitted pursuant to 37 CFR §§ 1.130, 1.131 or 1.132 or 
other evidence entered by the Examiner. 
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Appendix D: Related Proceedings Appendix 

There are no known related appeals or interferences regarding the present appeal. 
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